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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
THE STATE OF UTAH : 
Plaintiff/Appellee : 
v. : 
BRENT MAUCHLEY : Case No. 20000682-CA 
Priority No. 2 
Defendant/Appellant 
In its brief, the State concedes that the evidence fails to establish the corpus delicti 
of the crime of insurance fraud. State's Brief at 6. It, nevertheless, urges this Court to 
abandon the corpus delicti rule and, instead, assess the general trustworthiness of a 
confession. Id. But, as the State also concedes in its Suggestion for Certification, this 
Court lacks authority to lu overrule the law as announced by the highest court in the 
state.'" State's Suggestion for Certification at 2 (quoting Sentry Investigations, Inc. v. 
Davis, 841 P.2d 732, 735 (Utah Ct. App. 1992)). Because the Utah Supreme Court has 
repeatedly endorsed the corpus delicti rule, this Court is bound to apply that rule and to 
reverse Mr. Mauchley's conviction. See State v. Archuleta, 850 P.2d 1232, 1241 & n.24 
(Utah) ("Defendant is correct in his assessment that [under the corpus delicti rule] a 
person may not be convicted for a crime based solely on an incriminating statement he or 
she made."), cert, den. 510 U.S. 979 (1993); State v. Allen, 839 P.2d 291, 301 (Utah 
1992) ("A confession is not sufficient to support a conviction absent evidence of the 
corpus delicti of the crime charged."); State v. Johnson. 821 P.2d 1150, 1162 (Utah 1991) 
("before a defendant's inculpatory statements can be introduced as evidence against the 
defendant, the State must prove the occurrence of a crime, i.e., a corpus delicti.").1 
Even if this Court had power to abandon the corpus delicti rule sound policies 
support its viability. As the State acknowledges, a majority of jurisdictions back the rule. 
Gov't of Virgin Islands v. Harris. 938 F.2d 401, 409 (3rd Cir. 1991); State v. Aten. 927 
P.2d 210,219 (Wash. 1996). Numerous jurisdictions that subscribe to the rule, including 
the Utah Supreme Court, have considered the arguments for abandoning it but have 
firmly retained the corroboration requirement. Sheriff v. Dhadda. 980 P.2d 1062,1065-
66 n.l (Nev. 1999); Johnson. 821 P.2d at 1163 n.9; Aten. 927 P.2d at 222. 
The rule also protects against admitting unreliable confessions. "The rule arose 
from a judicial distrust of confessions, coupled with the view that a confession admitted 
at trial would probably be accepted uncritically by a jury, thus making it extremely 
difficult for a defendant to challenge." Aten. 927 P.2d at 219. Courts have long 
scrutinized confessions because they "may have been misrepresented or misconstrued, 
elicited by force or coercion, based on mistaken perception of the facts or law, or falsely 
given by a mentally disturbed individual." Dhadda. 980 P.2d at 1065; see also Smith v. 
Similarly, this Court recently applied the corpus delicti in State v. DeHart. 2001 
UTApp 12,H 19, 17 P.3d 1171. 
2 
United States, 348 U.S. 147, 152-53 (1954); Aten. 927 P.2d at 219. In fact, despite 
significant constitutional safeguards, false confessions continue to plague the criminal 
justice system. Corey J. Ayling, Comment, Corroborating Confessions: An Empircal 
Analysis of Legal Safeguards Against False Confessions, 1984 Wise. L. Rev. 1121, 
1192-98. 
Even applying the trustworthiness standard, the State cannot establish the 
reliability of Mr. Mauchley's confession. Under that approach, the State must "introduce 
substantial independent evidence which would tend to establish the trustworthiness of the 
statement." Opper v. United States, 348 U.S. 84, 93 (1954). Here, the evidence 
contradicts Mr. Mauchley's confession. The insurance company conducted an 
independent investigation and substantiated the legitimacy of the claim and even 
determined that a construction vehicle had dislodged the manhole cover. The Mauchleys 
suffered actual injuries and received medical treatment for them. Moreover, the 
Mauchleys' injuries appear to have been significant given the size of the damages award. 
Further, the State presented no evidence even suggesting a motive for the filing of a false 
claim nor did the State find anyone who questioned the legitimacy of the claim. In fact, 
the protracted litigation supported the validity of the claim, prompting the insurance 
company to settle the lawsuit. In sum, all the evidence, excluding the confession, 
indicates that the claim was valid. Thus, under no scenario can the State prevail in this 
appeal. 
3 
CONCLUSION 
Because the State concedes that the corpus delicti rule applies to this appeal, this 
Court must reverse Mr. Mauchley's conviction for insurance fraud. 
SUBMITTED this i ^ d a y of May, 2001. 
KENT R. HART 
Attorney for Defendant/Appellant 
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